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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
11/11 /2005 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-16, 20-21, 29 and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Heckerman et al. (Inferring Informational Goals from Free-Text 
Queries: A Bayesian Approach) in view of Rohra Suda et al. (5,282,265). 
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As to claims 1 and 29, Heckerman et al. teach: 

a query subsystem that receives at least one of a query and an extrinsic data, the 
query subsystem is operatively coupled to an inference model and a knowledge data 
store, the query subsystem comprising (an input query with a user model, where a goal 
is inferred based on the query and the user model, section 4.2, col. 1 and 2 and section 
2, col. 1 and 2); 

a natural language processor that parses the query (parsing the inputted text, fig. 

6); 

an inference engine that infers one or more informational goal based, at least in 
part, on at least one of the query, the extrinsic data and an inference data store in the 
inference model (inferring a goal based on an input query and the user model, section 
4.2, col. 1 and 2, and section 2, col. 1 and 2). 

Heckerman et al. do no teach the inference engine further inferring one or more 
preferred levels of detail for an answer based on at least one of an inferred age of a 
user, a physical location of the user, and an application being employed by the user. 

However, Rohra Suda et al. teach inferring a level of detail used to answer a 
question based on an inferred age (col. 12, lines 56-65). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of Heckerman et al. with the methods of 
Rohra Suda et al. to allow users to easily obtain information useful for solving a 
problem, as taught by Rohra Suda et al. (col. 2 t lines 8-14). 
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As to claim 55, Heckerman et al. teach: 

a natural language processing component that produces a linguistic data 
concerning one or more linguistic features (parsing the inputted text, fig. 6); 

a tagging component that manipulates the linguistic data (tagging features of the 
input, section 4.2, col. 1 and 2); 

one or more taggers that manipulates the linguistic data (taggers that manipulate 
the linguistic data into different usage terms, section 4.2, col. 1 and 2); and 

wherein the inference model stores information concerning conditional 
probabilities associated with the likelihood that one or more informational goals exist, 
where the conditional probabilities of the informational goals are determined, at least in 
part, from Bayesian statistical analysis performed on the linguistic data (conditional 
probabilities are found for the informational goals and stored based on a Bayesian 
model, section 4.2, col. 4). 

Heckerman et al. do no teach the inference engine further inferring one or more 
preferred levels of detail for an answer based on at least one of an inferred age of a 
user, a physical location of the user, and an application being employed by the user. 

However, Rohra Suda et al. teach inferring a level of detail used to answer a 
question based on an inferred age (col. 12, lines 56-65). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of Heckerman et al. with the methods of 
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Rohra Suda et al. to allow users to easily obtain information useful for solving a 
problem, as taught by Rohra Suda et al. (col. 2, lines 8-14). 

As to claim 2, Heckerman et al. teach the informational goals include at least one 
of a type of information requested in the query, a topic of the query, and a focal point of 
the query (the goal is related to the information requested, section 2, col. 1 and 2). 

As to claim 3, Heckerman et al. teach: 

an input query log that stores at least one of, one or more queries and one or 
more pieces of extrinsic data (queries are stored, section 2, col. 4); and 

a learning system operatively coupled to the input query log, the learning system 
operable to produce the inference model (updating the user model using a Bayesian 
process, section, 2, col. 1 and 4). 

As to claim 4, Heckerman et al. teach: 

the natural language processor further produces linguistic data concerning one or 
more linguistic features (linguistic data concerning one or more linguistic features is 
produced, section 4.3, col. 1); 

a tagging tool that facilitates manipulating the linguistic data (tagging features of 
the input, section 4.2, col. 1 and 2); 

one or more taggers that manipulates the linguistic data (taggers that manipulate 
the linguistic data into different usage terms, section 4.2, col. 1 and 2); and 
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wherein the inference model stores information concerning conditional 
probabilities associated with the likelihood that one or more informational goals exist, 
where the conditional probabilities of the informational goals are determined, at least in 
part, from Bayesian statistical analysis performed on the linguistic data (conditional 
probabilities are found for the informational goals and stored based on a Bayesian 
model, section 4.2, col. 4). 

As to claim 5, Heckerman et al. teach the linguistic data comprises a parse tree, 
where the parse tree contains extractable information concerning the nature of and 
relationships between observable linguistic features (creating a model of the linguistic 
features, with different levels, to extract information concerning the relationships 
between the words of the inputted query, section. 4.2, col. 4). 

As to claim 6, Heckerman et al. teach the observable linguistic features in the 
extractable information comprise word-based features, structural features and hybrid 
linguistic features (the linguistic features contain word-based features, structural 
features and features that contain a combination, creating a hybrid, section 4.2. col. 2). 

As to claim 7, Heckerman et al. teach the word-based features indicate the 
presence of one or more candidate terms that can be employed in predicting 
informational goals (depending on the terms present, different goals are inferred, 
section 4.2 col. 2). 
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As to claim 8, Heckerman et al. teach the taggers manipulate the linguistic data 
to conform with one or more schemas associated with reasoning concerning the 
relevance of a part of a query based on one or more language models (different 
language models are used to determine the relevance of the linguistic data in predicting 
the goals, col. 2, section 4.2). 

As to claim 9, Heckerman et al. the taggers supervise learning associated with 
computing probabilities associated with the informational goals (the taggers determine 
which goals are inferred and the probabilities come from that, col. 2, section 4.2). 

As to claim 10, Heckerman et al. teach the inference model represents a 
probabilistic dependency model (the inference model is represented by a probably 
model, section 2, col. 4). 

As to claim 11, Heckerman et al. teach the inference comprises one or more 
decision trees, the decision trees store conditional probabilities associated with one or 
more informational goals, the decision trees being traversable by the linguistic data 
(decision trees are used to compare probabilities of inferred goals, the linguistic data 
traverses the data to find the goals, section 2, col. 4, and section 4.2 col. 2). 
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As to claim 12, Heckerman et al. teach the input query log is at least one of a 
data store a manual store (section 2, col. 4). 

As to claim 13, Heckerman et al. teach the natural language processor parses a 
query into one or more parts suitable for retrieving one or more conditional probabilities 
stored in the reference model (fig. 6). 

As to claim 14, Heckerman et al. teach one or more parts comprise at least one 
of, logical forms, adjectival phrases, noun phrases, verb phrases, propositional phrases 
and parse trees (fig. 6, col. 2 section 4.2). 

As to claim 15, Heckerman et al. teach the inference engine further infers one or 
more informational goals based, at least in part, on at least one of the query, the 
extrinsic data, the one or more parts, and the one or more conditional probabilities 
stored in the inference model (the inference engine infers goals based on the query and 
the user model, along with probabilities stored, section 2, col. 1-4). 

As to claim 16, Heckerman et al. teach the query subsystem further comprises 
an answer generator that produces a response to the query and produces an error 
message (section 5.2). 
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As to claim 20, Heckerman et al. teach the knowledge data store is searchable 
for information responsive to a new query and where the information retrieved will 
depend, at least in part, on the inferred informational goals (searching a database 
based on the inferred goals to find an answer to the inputted query, section 5.2). 

As to claim 21, Heckerman et al. teach the query subsystem is compiled into an 
executable, and where the executable accepts as input one or more query distinctions 
(an executable function answers the query, section 1 ). 

Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. See PTO-892. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas E. Shortledge whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7612. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00 - 4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on (571)272-7602. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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